
Before the  Board of Zoning Adjustment, D.C. 

PUBLIC HEARING -- June 15, 1966  

Appeal No. 8783 W. Edwards Deming e t  ux, appellants .  

The Zoning Administrator of t h e  D i s t r i c t  of Columbia, appellee.  

On motion duly made, seconded and unanimously ca r r ied ,  
the following Order was entered a t  t he  meeting of t he  Board on 
Ju ly  18, 1966 .  

EFFECTIVE DATE OF ORDER -- August 23, 1966  

ORDERED : 

That t he  appeal f o r  a variance from the s ide  yard requirements 
of the R-1-B D i s t r i c t  t o  permit enlargement of f r o n t  entrance t o  
dwelling a t  4924 Butternorth Place, NW., l o t  813, square 1485, be 
granted. 

FINDINGS OF FACT: 

(1) Appellant 's  property i s  located i n  an R-1-B D i s t r i c t .  

( 2 )  The l o t  has a 40 f oo t  frontage on Butterworth Place and 
a depth of 109.55 f e e t  and abuts  a 1 6  foo t  public  a l l e y  i n  the  rea r .  
The area  of the  l o t  i s  4,382 square f e e t .  

(3) The l o t  i s  improved with a two-story brick detached 
dwelling. 

( 4 )  The property now has two 6-foot s i d e  yards. Section 
3305.1 of t h e  Zoning Regulations requires  an 8-foot s i d e  yard f o r  
dwellings i n  the  R-1-B D i s t r i c t .  

(5) Appellant proposes t o  erect an entrance foyer  and powder 
room with bath f a c i l i t i e s  on the  f i r s t  f l o o r  a t  the  present  locat ion 
of the  f r o n t  entrance. The addi t ion  would be 7' x 10'  -2" i n  s i z e  
and would not  extend beyond the present  s i d e  walls  of t he  building. 

( 6 )  Opposition was reg i s te red  a t  the  public  hearing t o  the 
granting of this appeal. The record contains two l e t t e r s  opposing 
t he  granting of t h i s  appeal. The p r inc ipa l  opposition was expressed 
by the  next-door neighbor, whose object ion was p r inc ipa l ly  on the  
ground of appearance. 



(7 )  Appel lan t ' s  c o n t r a c t o r  s t a t e d  t h a t  it would be pre- 
f e r a b l e  t o  p lace  t h e  a d d i t i o n  on t h e  f r o n t  r a t h e r  than t h e  r e a r  
of t h e  house, as a  rear a d d i t i o n  would d e t r a c t  from t h e  appear- 
ance,  t h e r e  being a l ready an enclosed den a r e a  ac ross  t h e  e n t i r e  
r e a r  of t h e  property.  This s ta tement  i s  r e f u t e d  by t h e  next-door 
neighbor. 

OPINION: 

The Board i s  of t h e  opinion t h a t  appe l l an t  has proved a  hard- 
s h i p  wi th in  t h e  meaning of t h e  var iance  c l ause  of t h e  Zoning Regu- 
l a t i o n s .   ellant ant's' e x i s t i n g  s i d e  yard has  never been t h e  requi red  
e i g h t  f e e t  and t h e  proposed add i t ion  does n o t  decrease t h e  width of 
t h e  e x i s t i n g  s i d e  yard. 

W e  a r e  f u r t h e r  of t h e  opinion t h a t  t h e  g ran t ing  pf t h i s  appeal  
w i l l  have no adverse e f f e c t  upon neighboring and ad jo in ing  proper ty  
and t h a t  t h e  g ran t ing  of t h i s  appeal  i s  c o n s i s t e n t  wifh t h e  purpose 
and i n t e n t  of t h e  zone p lan  as embodied i n  t h e  Zoning Regulations 
and Map. 


